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c’omments
STEPHEN G. CARY
I will confine my commen Es on Vail Palmer’s helpful and
provocative paper to three points: his discussion of social change,
his views on the liberal-radical dichotomy, and his delineation
0 a “Christian pacifist” third force.
On the first, I find m self essentially in agreement with his
analysis of the liberal and radical pacifist views of social change.
and with his feeling that both are inadequate in certain respects.
The liberal view, with its emphasis on personal conversation
and the sensitizing of the individual spirit, makes an important
contribution in promoting accomodation in situations of ten
sion, because in a real sense it buys time, but I doubt its adequacy
in effecting the kind of revolutionary change needed in a world
whose values are largely bankrupt and whose capacity to destroy
is virtually infinite. It represents a holding action, not a formula
for basic change. The radical pacifist with his recognition of the
role of power, specifically spiritual power, and his, to me, more
accurate description of the nature of society as reflecting a ten
sion between individuality anti corporateness, comes closer to
having the formula for radical social change. But he thinks to
produce it by organizing this power himself, and I think this is
where his theory falls down. The apocalyptic dimension is
needed. Sociologists speak of this as the unpredictable con
vel-gence of forces that suddenly opens the minds of men and.
makes them ready for revolutionary change. Others, and I in
clude myself, call it the intervention of God in history.
Vail Palmer, however, while he deplores the historic failure
of the church “to respond creatively to the burgeoning vistas of
knowledge,’’ fails himself to (10 Sü when he calls for the renewal
and cleansing of the church as the key to needed change. That
is, he fails to relate the “great and potent act of God . . . with its
far-reaching historical consequences” to any comprehensive the
ory of change which takes advantage of these new vistas. There
‘I
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is much of a practical nature that can be done now to prepare
the way, even though society as a whole has reacted to an im
possible situatioli by withdrawal, by denial of reality. The radi
cal pacifist is right, it seems to me, when he says that we must
labor to construct a radical alternative that offers hope, that is
intellectually sound, that is simple enough to be readily under
stood, that makes a moral demand first on me and then on my
neighbor, that is total in its requirements, universal in its appli
cation, and involves a willingness to lose one’s life for its achieve
iuent. This affirmation involves a full commitment of mind and
spirit and it requires us to be out in the real world of violence
and politics, searching for ways to apply our vision in a world
that appears to care little. We can only have faith that the mo
rient for intervention will come, but our task meanwhile is to
set the stage, persuading, experimenting, demonstrating: “that
love endures and overcomes, that hatred destroys, that what is
obtained by love is retained, but what is obtained by hatred
proves a burden.’’ This combination of intellect and spirit that
makes full use of human resources but recognizes that in the end
God’s hand must intervene, seenis to me to be the only adequate
approach to the revolutionary change that is necessary. Vail
Palmer may well agree, but the linkage of human and divine
roles is not clear in his paper.
Secondly, the author writes oil
— as “contemporary Quaker
mythology”
— the idea that liberal and radical pacifists can
work with each other in supportive ways. Presumably, because
there are also “fundamental differences in philosophy and so
cial analyses” between both those groups and Vail Palmer’s pro
jected third Christian pacifist force, all three will be getting in
each other’s way, and will be basically incompatible. I am not
so pessimistic. There are always those who see truth as residing
exclusively in their approach, and so there will always be incom
patibilities, but don’t we all know individuals who can and do
move back and forth in their own lives between the liberal and
radical positions? A person can be basically committed to the
radical approach, building the case for unilateralism, and en
gaging in public witness, and still recognize the importance of
finding the next step, the tiny accomodation, that represents the
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heart of the liberal approach. One of the most radical pacifists
I know is a skilled negotiator who can deal with cautious and
sophisticated administrators with integrity — and with success —
because he understands and is sympathetic with the restrictions
under which the administrator operates. Similarly, the liberal
who places his main hopes on diplomacy and personal contact
can recognize the dynamic role of the committed minority, and
can himself participate in public witness without sharing fully
the radical’s view of its politcal relevance. I believe, therefore,
that this paper overstates the incompatibility. There will be
frictions and differences, but there need not be estrangement.
The two groups can be, should be. and sometimes are, comple
mentarv.
On the third point, Vail Palmer’s delineation of the need
for a sharply defined Christian pacifist third force, I find myself
on questioning rather than critical ground. On the one hand, I
share his feeling that a cleansing and renewal of the Church is
needed. He is right that only “a committed, revitalized people
of God . . . would have a faith strong enough to displace” the
competing loyalties to reason or nation which today so often dis
play such a base and destructive character. On the other hand,
I continue to be troubled by the mischief that has arisen from
the misuse or misunderstanding of Christian claims to be “the
chosen instrument for God’s mighty acts in the age of the new
covenant.” There is a fine line between the unequivocal ex
pression of one’s understanding of Truth, which is requirecl of
us, afl(l an alienating impression of arrogance, which we must
avoid. This is not to accuse the author of anogance, but only
to point to a danger that makes me shy away h-om fully accept
ing his viewpoint.
I realize that the rationale for making tile Christian claim
is that the choice was God’s, that it was his act in sending Christ
that revealed ultimate truth, not something that man himself
decided upon. But can we be so certain that God in his limit
less capacity has not, or will not, use other instruments to achieve
his mighty purposes? Christ, both as the Jesus of history and
as the living Light of the present, is time Christian way to re
newal, and as a Christian, he is my way, but I cannot be sure
29
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that for all men renewal must be Christian renewal. Profound
spiritual comnii Uncut, grounded solidly on faith in God’s im
manence and power, does make a difference. It is the rock that
sustains man, and the sow-ce of the inexhaustible, undiscourag-e
able, and contagious energy that keeps him going. But I cannot
go beyond that to insist that the specifically Christian commit
went makes the difference. There is to me too much that is Un
know’ahle, too much that remains a mYstery to my finite mind
to permit me to be so certain.
With this one important qualification, which may appear
fatal to Vail Palmer’s main thesis, I can unite with him in Ins
call for Christian renewal, for regardless of whether the Church
is, or only may be, Gods chosen instrument, it is certainly the
task of Christians to make it ready for such a role. Vail Palmer
touches only lightly on the ways this task should be undertaken;
I wish he had placed more emphasis at this point. He suggests
stepped-up efforts to tackle the theological dimension of the
problem, to challenge the Church to abandon once and for all,
for example, its ancient and futile effort to support both war
and Christ at the same time. I agree that theological opiates that
provide rationalization for the iniquities of prejudice, privilege,
iolence, or injustice need to be discarded, if the Church is ever
again to have a really deep influence over the lives of lien and
nations. But much as the Church needs a pacifist theology, I
think it needs something else even more
—
and this Vail Palmer
disappoints me by failing to mention: it needs to get into the
i-cal world and experiment with ways to apply the gospel of love
in the affairs of men. And here is where the Quaker service bod
ies have had something important to say. The American Friends
Service Counnittee, for all its theological shortcomings, has at
least been out grubbing around in the ugly realities of violence
and han-ed, seeking to feed the hungry, reconcile the estranged,
and restore faith to the despairing, and in so doing has, I be
lieve, helped to breathe new life and meaning into the message
of Jesus Chrht for our time. I would hope, therefore, that the
dinicnsion of direct confrontation and in olvement would find a
prom:nent place in the authoi-s program for renewal. Without
it, I think everything else will have an empty quality.
30
5TEPHEN B. ROSS
Reading ‘‘The Peace Testimony: Does Christian Commit
went Make a Difference?’ leaves me with mixed emotions. Pri
marily my reaction is positive and the criticisms offered do not
change the essential direction of the thesis. I believe strongly
that Christian commitment is the raison d’etre of the Quaker
approach to pacifism. It seems that T. Vail Palmer, Jr., has
macIc a valuable contribution by focusing attention upon the
dissatisfaction of many pacifisL Friends with current programs
for peace advocated by organic and nominal Quaker organ iza
tions. Many Friends are convinced that the highest expression
of pacilism can come only from deep-rooted Christian prin
ciples, and that anything less than this is the violation of a sac
red trust. The return to Christian principles of pacifism, and,
concomitantly, to a study of basic Biblical theology, is clesper
ately needed if Friends are to express effectively their social
concern.
On the other hand, I am dubious of the foundation upon
which Vail Palmer has structured his Third Approach. Essen
tiallv, he has based his prophetic call on the conjectural inter
pretation by Oscar Cullrnann of exousiai in Ronians 13:1. If
this interpretation cannot be considered definitive (as I believe
it cannot) , is not the author’s thesis, as s.tated, greatly weak
eneci? But this is a needless waste, for the same conclusions
could have been reached on other grounds if the writer had not
succumbed to some broad generalizations in regard to the inter
pretation of the chapter of Romans in question.
The distinction between the singular and plural of exoitsia
is very strained. It is granted that different usages of the noun
are found in the New Testament (Arndt and Gingrich list eight),
but the respective meanings should not be determined by num
ber but by context. in Romuans 13:1-3, so crucial to this paper,
the word is found four times, three singular and one plural, yet
with interrelated meaning, as the RSV rendering of the second
singular usage as ‘‘authorities” (pl.) indicates. Titus 3:1, which
the author does not mention, is also plural, but seems most
logically to refer to earthly rulers without the Swiss theologian’s
connotation. Definitely this is the case of the likewise unmen
31
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tioned Luke 12:11, where by no stretch of the imagination can
Cullmann’s thesis be applied. in addition there are singular
usages which have Cullmann’s plural meaning, namely I Corin
thians 15:24 (which Vail Palmer cites as plural but is accusative
singular), Ephesians 1:21, and Colossians 2:10. The necessary
link between Cullmann and Jewish apocryphal writings seems
to point out the weakness of the position in the New Testament
itself. Furthermore, the interpretation is not new, for Ireneaus
repudiated it in the second century (Ante-Nicene Fathers, 1, 552).
The question remains, why is it necessary to assume this
interpretation at all in order to come to the author’s conclusions?
It does not seem that the positions of Luther, Calvin, the Aria-
baptists, or the Roman Catholic Schoolmen, as influential as
they have been, exhaust the possibilities of Christian-State rela
tionships. For example, A. M. Hunter states: “Rorn. 13 teaches
therefore that in this present age the State has a divinely decreed
function. But this is not the whole truth as Paul understands it.
Elsewhere he sees that Christians, as men of the new age, pos
sessing ‘a capital city in heaven’, may in some measure stand
aloof from die earthly state. . . . while a Christian doctrine of the
State may well start from Rom. 13, it cannot stop there.” Lates
Hunter adds: “we must never employ Roni. 13 to justify an un
conditional loyalty to the State which forgets that the authority
of God not only establishes the State and the citizen’s responsi
bility to it, but just as surely sets limits to them both” (Ejistle
to the Romans, pp. 113, 114). In other words, what Paul was
contending with was a feeling that rebellion in the name of
Christian freedom was permissible. This Paul denies, but else
where the New Testament upholds the right of Christian con
science in a sin-filled kosmos, completely consistent with the
approach of this paper.
Vail Palmei-’s analysis of the two dominant pacifistic posi
tions within Quakerdom was enlightening, especially when the
differences between them were shown to be more than a mere
matter of lemperamdnt. To what extent the author conceives
of himself standing alone in advocating a Biblical resolution of
this problem, and to what extent he recognizes the less fluent
multitude standing with him, I am not sure. It does appear,
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however, that there are today three divergent approaches. The
‘‘liberal” and the ‘‘radical” do not often recognize the existence
of the stream of pacifism whose source-springs are George Fox
and his cohorts, and whose delta is spi-ead.ing over conservative
evangelical Christianity today. The lack of agreement on
method is construed by those who dominate Quaker pacifism to
mean a lack of pacifistic principles on the part of those outside
the vocal camp, or lack ol a common genesis or valid evolution.
This is not the case. The author is correct in questioning
whether or not the dominant Quaker emphasis on peace today
is a ‘‘return’’ to the original Quaker emphasis.
The reason these divergent views have developed is the lack
of the very thing Vail Palmer is advocating — Biblical authority
within Quakerism, exousia if you will. The “Reconciler”
advocates mecliatbm and conciliation, assuming that mutual
understanding will be the automatic result of vital commumca
Lion. Here lie lays himself open to the charge that naivete taints
his idealism, and that his religio-psychological understanding
is less than adequate. Upon what authority does lie base his ap
proach? The reality of evil will always undermine humanistic
endeavors. Early Friends were not afraid to denounce such sin
when they saw it. Only in a framework of Christian redemption
will reconciliation bear universal fruit. Likewise, the “Prophet’
stands to testify to a hostile world. But the nature of his testi
mony is completely shaped by his own understanding of ethical
authority. Every man has a dogmatic rationale for his religious
and ethical practices, including Quakers and pacifists. Whether
or not such principles are universally valid can only be answered
from a Divine perspective. I believe Vail Palmer agrees with
me when I say that the pacifist has a very non-authoritative
voice when he is not in harmony with God’s Revelation.
The three sobering possibilities which the authofs under
standing of heilsgeschichte bring must be incorporated into
)acifistic thinking. This is not an easy matter, for to advocate
peace while full well realizing that the prophetic voice might be
doomed to frustration demands courage and convicdon. if,
howecer, an additional note might be added to Vail Palmer’s
delineation of ‘‘holy history,’’ the dynamic for such a witness
00
might be found. That is this: the Scriptural account of God’s
covenant dealings with His chosen people includes not only a
record of His mighty acts, but also an interpretation of them.
The significance of God’s act throLigh Christ is not found in the
‘teachings of Jesus,” or even “the career of Christ,” but in the
proclamation of the Cross’ redemptive meaning to humanity. If
the proclamation of the peace testimony indicates that the Tri
umph of God will come through the Atonement of Jesus Christ,
then our mission will he vital and 1eace more readily accomp
lished.
ERIC S. TUCKER
I have much appreciated the opportunity of studying the
nianuscript by Vail Palmer on the Quaker Peace Testimony,
and I am honoured by the Editor’s invitation to me, as a British
Friend, to comment upon it. It should be made clear that what
follows is the view of one British Friend only. Although many
opportunities have been mine during the last twenty years to
discuss aspects of the Peace Testimony with groups of British
Quakers and these have given me some idea of their varying atti
tudes, I would not dare to claim that I — or for that matter, any
one else — could speak for them on this subject.
Let me say at once where I stand in relation to Vail Palmer’s
document. For me it has real significance only when he comes
to the final section, “The Peace Testimony and the Triumph of
God.” This is not a criticism, for clearly Vail Palmer’s intention
is to express his own convictions at this point. The argument
with which the rest of the paper is primarily concerned over the
problem of the prophet and the reconciler is a fascinating and
sGn-cwh:Lr faciiliar one; neither positIon, separately, satisfies me.
Am I, then, a ‘centrist’ — a word applied to me, in query, by the
Editor? Perhaps; but a centi-ist is one who has a policy all his
own; a policy which is neither that of those on one side of him
nor of those on the other. I stand, however, with a foot in both
camps, as it were, believing that the best of the one must be wed
ded to the best of the other. Much damage seems to me to have
been done during recent years by our separation of the prophet
from the reconciler, whereas they need to be brought together,
and brought together in one and the same person. Vail Palmer
acknowledges that differences between the prophet and the rec
onciler have caused considerable difficulties within the Society,
and he goes on to suggest that the one has to some extent been
getting in the way of what the other is trying to achieve. This
is due, he says, not to differences of temperament, but to ‘‘funda
mental differences in philosophy and in social analysis.’’ His
attempt to examine these positions in support of his argument,
however, does not satisfy tue.
What were our late Friends Carl Heath and Agatha Flar
rison — prophets or reconcilers, liberals or radicals? I belies e
that anyone who knew them would find it impossible to say.
‘They were convinced that imperialism — all imperialism, but
specifically, British imperialism in India — was wrong. No man
or woman could aspire to his full moral and religious stature so
long as he lived under alien and unwanted rulers. Carl Heath
and Agatha Harrison could say this clearly to British Viceroys
and to British Governments. Yet all their sympathies were not
with the Indian nationalist leaders and the Indian people. In
immediate political terms, the British rulers were embroiled in
complex inherited problems not of their own making. They,
too, needed sympathy and understanding, and these they re
ceived from Carl Headi and Agatha Harrison, both of whom
were involved in a two-way interpretation of mediation and rec
onciliation. This is only an example; there are countless other
British, and certainly, American Friends, too, who embody in
themselves the best of the prophet and the best of the reconciler.
This must be so. Our Quaker emphasis on the indwelling Spirit
of God in everyone makes it inevitable. WTar is sin; we renounce
it. But war is not an ‘act of God’. It is man-made, and maim
has to be saved, insofar as we in our finite wisdom can do so,
from his own folly. This can only be done (if we except, for the
moment, the power of Divine miracle) by appealing to that ele
merit of God in all men, by the long painful task of persuasion,
by dialogue.
The relationship between the ‘liberal’ and the ‘radical’ paci
fist seems to me to be well-summarised in the following:
I
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The ‘prest lives in the human comniunitv, lead
ing it upwards by slow and clifiicuit stages and at
the cost of an unceasing series of compromises with
his ideals. The ‘prophet’, on the other hand, looks
upon society from a standpoint which transcends
all established forms and unities, and gives warn
ing concerning the seed of evil in each of them.
The prophet stands for the revolutionary principle
in history. The priestly function . . . stands for the
conservative principle in history Without the
prophet society would become morally static; with
out the priest there could be no human society at
all. . . . Prog-ess results from the interaction of the
two themes.’
To which I would add: this occurs most successfully when em
bodied in a single person.
One would not dispute, of course, that many Friends empha
size the prophetic trend, whilst others are found concentrating
on practical work of interpretation and reconciliation. Recent
correspondence in the London Friend has shown that the pro
phetic element will criticize the liberal pacifist for spending so
much of his time talking in political terms that lie is in danger
of losing the power to talk also in religious terms; whilst on the
other hand, the reconciler tends to lose patience with those who
sit in the middle of a gangway leading to a Polaris submarine
and thus prevent men from carrying on with work which they
anti a majority of the community consider essential for main
taining security and civilized social conditions. An amalgam
in each person of the element of truth in both positions would
lead to an elimination of the extremes and a meeting of the
best. It is for this that I plead.
When all this is said, however, there remains one obvious
fact. Neither the liberal nor the radical pacifist has much to
show as a result of his efforts. Some small achievements here
and there, but no one, I imagine, would be bold enough to sug
gest that peace is any nearer or more secure as a result of paci
fist witness or mediation. What, then, is needed? It is here that
Tail Palmer’s final paragraphs offer some guidance. Of the three
possibilities which he suggests arise from a Biblical view of his
tory, the third — “that God will bring about the miracle that
will save us from clestiuction or tyranny” — is the only one
which truly satisfies. It seems to me that His redeeming act is
more likely to be revealed to us, in this complex divided world,
through the agency of the world-wide Christian community
than through the witness of an individual prophet. The Chris
tian community, crea ted by Christ, should rightly be the clian
nel for the expression of God’s love for His children, an unlim
ited and unconditional love. A Church, acknowledging its past
sins, cleansed through the grace of God, and revitalisecl as a con
structive committed entity would have real relevance to the so
cial and political developments of our time. Within this Church,
the Society of Friends would have a real part to play. The pro
cess of re-invigoration and rededication of the Church to the
unconquerable power of God’s love is already beginning. Just
as one cites the Church Peace Mission in the United States, so
one may cite on this side of the Atlantic the work of the Chris
tian Peace Conference of Prague. Quakers clearly have a vital
contribution to make from their long experience of both pro
phetic and liberal Christian pacifism, but only if they, too,
share in the re-invigoration and redeclication.
I
1. John H. Hich, ‘The Slructure of 1ie War P,oblem,” in Studies in Ci is
tian Corn rnit,n en t, Independent Press Ltd., 1954.
C,
3
37
